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About UKSIF 

The UK Sustainable Investment and Finance Association (UKSIF) is the UK’s leading membership organisation for sustainable finance, committed 

to promoting a financial system and wider economy that works for the benefit of the environment and society.  

UKSIF represents a diverse range of global and UK-based financial services institutions and institutional investors committed to these aims, and 

our more than 300 members- representing over £19trn of global assets under management (AUM)- include investment managers, pension funds, 

banks, wealth managers, financial advisers, ESG data and research providers, NGOs, among other groups. UKSIF and our members have played 

a prominent role over recent years to facilitate a more supportive policy environment in the UK for the growth of sustainable finance and to support 

the private finance sector’s efforts in advancing the transition to a more sustainable future. For more information, please visit uksif.org. 
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Introduction 

The UK Sustainable Investment and Finance Association (UKSIF) welcomes the opportunity to 

respond to the FCA’s consultation, Simplifying climate disclosure requirements for investment 

products. Following several years of reporting by asset managers, life insurers, and FCA-regulated 

pension providers under the FCA’s existing climate disclosure requirements, we agree that now is an 

appropriate time to take stock of the impacts of these rules and consider the extent to which they are 

meeting their envisaged policy objectives.  

This consultation is an important step in our view in the ongoing evolution of the UK’s climate and 

sustainability reporting landscape. We continue to see value in clear, decision-useful, and high-quality 

reporting expectations for our members and wider groups, such as listed and unlisted companies, 

which can promote more meaningful consideration of climate-related risks and opportunities across 

the economy, and greater transparency on how these risks are being addressed.  

Alongside this consultation, wider steps will need to be taken by policymakers and regulators over the 

coming months to advance clarity in the UK’s sustainability reporting regime for a range of groups.  

This includes the following: delivery of the UK Sustainability Reporting Standards (SRS) for listed 

issuers and other companies, continued efforts to promote the implementation of the FCA’s 

Sustainability Disclosure Requirements (SDR) regime requirements for asset managers, and 

committing to transition plan disclosure requirements for large listed and unlisted companies. There 

remains a need for policy alignment across these regulatory and reporting initiatives, and a holistic 

vision for future sustainability-related reporting requirements across the investment chain, including 

for our members at the product and entity level. 

In our response below to CP26/17, we express our support for the direction of travel of the FCA’s 

proposals while suggesting ways to help enable institutional and retail clients to make informed 

investment decisions based on disclosures from in-scope firms, and to access an appropriate level of 

information based on their needs. 

Executive summary 
 

• UKSIF supports the FCA’s overall objective of making product-level climate-related 

disclosures by asset managers, life insurers, and FCA-regulated pension providers more 

decision-useful, proportionate, and outcomes focused. We agree that overly prescriptive 

product-level TCFD reports for regulated firms have to date, generally, not been effective in 

informing retail investors and supporting their investment decision-making.  
 

• We largely welcome the proposed flexibility for future product-level reporting on climate 

change by in-scope investment firms, in particular the consultation’s measures aimed at retail 

investors. We believe the benefits of greater flexibility and simplification to reporting will 

depend on the final requirements maintaining appropriate access for end investors to 

decision-useful, good-quality, and timely climate-related information, particularly for 

institutional clients. Envisaged benefits will also be maximised through enhanced coherence 

across climate disclosure expectations by policymakers and regulators across the whole 

investment chain.  

 

• Our response primarily recommends a number of clarifications to support the implementation 

of the new rules and to promote ongoing, good-quality disclosure of relevant climate-related 

information at the product-level for end investors, while seeking to work within the broad 

parameters of the regulator’s proposals. While our response outlines several 

recommendations to support clarity in climate information received by retail investors, our 

views mainly focus on the disclosures provided to institutional clients. This is to ensure that 

this group specifically can continue to receive relevant information in fund disclosures to 

support a wide range of use-cases, including regulatory reporting obligations.  
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• The FCA’s final rules should seek to provide additional clarity for in-scope regulated firms on 

the regulator’s materiality expectations under the rules, which would provide more certainty 

for investment firms reporting under the requirements and also for clients receiving fund-level 

disclosures. Our response highlights several recommended options for how this could be 

achieved in practice. 

 

• We outline various proposals aimed at promoting access for institutional clients to timely and 

consistent climate-related information. This includes assessing further the impacts of the 

‘once per calendar year, per product’ data request requirement, as well as potentially 

reviewing the case for a slightly broader baseline of climate change metrics within the rules. 

At a minimum, we support clearer language in the rules to more actively encourage the 

disclosure of supplementary climate metrics to clients where relevant.  

 

• We recommend the regulator monitors the impact of the requirements in the coming years 

and how they are supporting progress against the consultation’s envisaged outcomes, 

including: more informed investment decision-making by end investors, deeper consideration 

of climate risks and opportunities by in-scope firms, and the coordinated flow of climate 

information along the investment chain. It would be beneficial for the rules to be periodically 

assessed in terms of comparability and transparency of new product-level disclosures by 

investment firms, so that simplification of reporting requirements does not have unintended 

consequences. This includes considering any impacts on clients and wider stakeholder 

groups, such as financial advisers and distributors. 

 

Q 2.1: Do you agree with replacing public TCFD product reports with a more flexible approach 

tailored to the needs of retail investors? If not, please explain why and what alternative 

approach you would suggest. 

We agree with the FCA’s proposals to remove requirements for in-scope firms to produce 

public TCFD product-level reports and replace these with more targeted, flexible reports for retail 

investors. We suggest a number of clarifications to the requirements on product-level reporting for this 

group, covering: the materiality expectations for in-scope firms, alignment with wider regulatory 

initiatives (such as the SDR and Consumer Composite Investment regime), and keeping under 

periodic review the comparability of reports for consumers going forward. 

We believe that retail investors in particular are not likely to be well-served by relatively lengthy and 

technical product-level disclosures, which can impede their understanding of their products’ climate-

related risks, opportunities, and impacts. In place of the current approach to TCFD product-level 

reporting, we welcome the proposed shift towards clearer, more outcomes-focused disclosures for 

retail investors.  

More specifically, we endorse the proposal for those products also in scope of the new Consumer 

Composite Investment (CCI) regime to have the ability to disclose materially relevant climate 

information as part of the risk and return information within a product summary document.  

This should help, to an extent, ease some existing overlaps in product-level reporting facing our 

members and importantly promote more decision-useful disclosure for consumers. This is partly 

through helping integrate climate-related information alongside other fund disclosures (e.g. on costs, 

past performance, and risk and reward information). One area where we would welcome clarification 

relates to those products falling outside of scope of the CCI regime; specifically, to communicate the 

regulator’s expectation that the CCI product summary document would not necessarily be the default 

disclosure route for all relevant products. 

We hope that the proposed approach to replace TCFD product-level reports can support improved 

retail investor understanding over time of products’ climate-related risks, opportunities, and impacts 
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and can promote greater alignment with the objectives of wider regulatory initiatives. This includes the 

Consumer Duty and the SDR regime.  

In order to support these envisaged outcomes for UK retail investors and industry, we highlight a 

number of suggested clarifications to the regulator’s measures on product-level reporting for retail 

investors. These are proposed while largely working within the existing parameters of the consultation 

proposals. Our main clarifications include the following: 

Clarity on the materiality expectations for firms under the requirements 

From our recent member engagement, this area of the consultation on the regulator’s materiality 

expectations under the new rules has been particularly highlighted by members as benefiting 

from additional clarity. This includes clarification for example on how in-scope firms could choose to 

transparently disclose to clients the outputs of their materiality assessment when climate change has 

been judged as financially material to a product’s performance.  

Under the current proposals, some firms could face uncertainty over how this information could be 

effectively presented in fund documentation. This is especially relevant for a retail investor audience, 

who will want to be presented with as accessible information as possible from firms on how climate 

change may, or may not be, material to their investments. Given the relatively vague language we 

identify in this area of the proposals, there is a potential prospect that some firms may, inadvertently, 

be discouraged from disclosing to retail clients certain relevant fund-level information on climate risks 

and opportunities.  

This area of the consultation is especially relevant for further consideration by the FCA given that 

climate change risks – whether physical risks or transition risks – can often be considered financially 

material to many retail-focused funds (e.g. broader-based, diversified funds). We identify several 

options below to support clarification of the language in the requirements to help ensure that relevant, 

decision-useful information on material climate risks and opportunities is disclosed to retail clients.  

Firstly, one recommended option would be to insert clearer expectations that in-scope firms ‘must 

disclose’ (or similar language) climate-related risks and/or opportunities when this is determined to be 

financially material. This could be accompanied by clarification on how this information could be 

disclosed in an accessible way (e.g. whether this may take the form of a list of material climate 

risks/opportunities or a more narrative-based explanation).  

These clearer expectations on disclosure could similarly be mirrored within relevant requirements 

under the CCI regime, in part to ensure that those products falling outside of scope of existing TCFD 

product-level rules are also expected to disclose climate risks and opportunities if deemed material.  

An alternative option could be to introduce a ‘comply or explain’ provision, encouraging asset 

managers and other in-scope firms to further demonstrate their thought process and explain the 

rationale behind their judgement to not disclose, if a decision has been reached that climate change is 

not financially material to a product. This new provision would aim to encourage a transparent 

explanation from firms to their clients on why this assessment may have been reached. Care would 

need to be taken under this potential option so that ‘comply or explain’ disclosures would not lead to 

boilerplate fund disclosures or confuse consumers. 

A final recommended option would be to draw on existing language on materiality expectations from 

other regulatory frameworks, such as the UK Sustainability Reporting Standards (SRS), to 

demonstrate more clearly when climate risks may be material and therefore require disclosure. We 

would be open to a discussion with the regulator on this area of the consultation and exploring a 

range of options to clarify the materiality expectations for regulated firms under the rules. 

Linked to our recommendations above on the materiality expectations, the requirements would also 

benefit from clarification on the specific definition of climate change risks and/or opportunities under 
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ESG 2.3.1BR. This could include a slight tweak to clarify that this definition in the rules encompasses 

both physical and transition risks.  

Consideration of ways to promote further alignment with the SDR regime 

While the existing consultation proposals will help promote alignment with the new product-level 

reporting requirements for firms under the SDR regime, there are wider areas that should also be 

considered to advance alignment with this regime and other regulatory initiatives. This would 

have the aim of supporting UK consumers’ understanding of their investment products’ climate 

disclosures and the regulator’s objectives to ease cost pressures for in-scope firms. 

Specifically, it would be beneficial for the regulator to confirm in the final policy statement that 

sustainability-related information disclosed within product summary documents under the CCI regime 

would not be directly captured by the SDR’s ‘naming and marketing’ requirements.  

This challenge has been highlighted by a number of our members under the current measures. We 

would welcome clearer confirmation that the disclosure of material climate-related information in 

product summary documents would be treated as a factual statement and not promotional. This would 

help, to some extent, minimise certain instances of ‘greenhushing’ practices by investment firms and 

the withholding of relevant fund disclosures to clients. 

This step would build on previous instances of useful clarification from the FCA in terms of linkages 

between the SDR’s ‘naming and marketing’ rules and other regulatory initiatives. Positively, this has 

included a statement last year clarifying that there was no envisaged conflict in regulatory 

expectations between SDR’s ‘naming and marketing’ rules and the Financial Reporting Council’s new 

definition of ‘stewardship’ under the 2026 UK Stewardship Code. Continued steps to address any 

potential inconsistencies across regulatory requirements, or perceived inconsistencies, for firms would 

be very welcome. 

Separately to this, enhanced alignment with the CCI regime would also bring benefits for industry and 

retail clients. For example, the regulator should consider whether the implementation timeframe for 

the proposed amendments in the consultation could, unintentionally, reduce the optional transitional 

period for industry for the CCI regime. This is in light of the proposed amendments coming into force 

immediately following the finalising of the rules, while the transition period under the CCI regime 

concludes on 8 June next year. 

Monitor comparability of product-level climate reports for retail investors 

While we acknowledge the inherent challenges already of effective comparability across existing 

TCFD product-level reports for consumers and other stakeholder groups (e.g. investment consultants 

and distributors), we highlight the need for the FCA to keep under periodic review ways to promote 

comparability and consistency in reports, as far as is reasonably practicable.  

This can promote clarity and transparency for retail investors and wider groups such as financial 

advisers, distributors, and other intermediaries on how well positioned their funds are in regards to 

climate change and the global net-zero transition. 

This is an issue we identify given the shift that we will likely see in the UK market away from 

standardised climate reporting templates for clients, with data potentially more fragmented under a 

more market-driven approach to fund disclosure on climate change. It is not clear at this stage what 

approaches to fund disclosure we may see in the market going forward. For example, the extent to 

which these will be more bespoke for institutional clients and retail investors and the balance between 

narrative-led and quantitative disclosures. 

There are some risks of less comparability in product-level climate reporting in industry, including in 

relation to the climate metrics disclosed, which may have implications for retail investor 
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comprehension. Linked to this issue of comparability of climate-related information, there may be 

some UK retail investors (albeit potentially quite a limited group) that may wish to retain access to 

more detailed information on funds’ climate risks, including a relatively broader set of metrics than 

proposed in the rules. 

This area of comparability and consistency in product-level climate reporting and how retail 

investor understanding may evolve in response to the new requirements should be kept under 

periodic review by the regulator. This step will be important to consider in the coming years to make 

sure that retail clients and other groups, such as distributors and financial advisers, are able to 

effectively compare funds’ climate-related disclosures. 

Other 

Finally, we would welcome consideration from the regulator shortly on the envisaged role 

played by regulated firms’ entity-level TCFD disclosures in future. This is particularly relevant in 

light of ongoing developments both globally and in the UK in terms of entity-level reporting on 

sustainability issues, such as the UK’s adoption of the Sustainability Reporting Standards (SRS).  

In our recent response to the FCA’s consultation on the application of the UK SRS for listed issuers, 

we highlighted the need for a more holistic vision from UK policymakers and regulators on the future 

landscape for both product-level and entity-level reporting for asset managers and FCA-regulated 

pension providers.1  

We believe a number of areas should be explored here as part of this work, including: the appropriate 

balance between reporting at the subsidiary level versus group level where this is relevant to firms 

(e.g. particularly for international firms); the interactions between existing TCFD entity-level reports, 

SDR entity-level reports that some firms will now be producing, and the upcoming UK Sustainability 

Reporting Standards (SRS); and the interoperability of UK entity-level reporting on sustainability with 

global reporting frameworks, such as the EU’s revised Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 

(CSRD) and the International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) disclosure standards. 

Q 2.2: Do you foresee any practical or operational challenges with the proposed approach? If 
so, please specify which aspect and explain why. 
 

While largely supportive of the approach outlined in the consultation, as highlighted in our response 

there may be some practical effects in terms of impacting retail consumer understanding of 

investment products’ climate-related risks and opportunities. These impacts could include the 

following: 

 

• Interpretation by retail consumers – there may be some risks that retail investor 

understanding of a fund’s climate risks and opportunities may remain relatively limited in the 

future, despite the consultation’s welcome objectives. An important factor will be how in-scope 

firms respond in practice and approach their fund-level analysis and climate disclosures in 

future. 

• In-scope firms’ response to the requirements – the more principles-based approach proposed 

may lead some firms to be unsure of their specific obligations. This includes the level of 

relevant detail that may need to be disclosed to clients, and we could see greater divergence 

in funds’ climate disclosure approaches. For example, some firms may continue to maintain 

relatively detailed product-level climate analysis and disclosure, while other firms may 

sometimes choose to disclose less information readily in future. 

• Firms’ approaches to internal climate data and systems – linked to the previous point, we may 

see the regulator’s new requirements impact how some regulated firms choose to manage 

and adapt their internal climate data and systems. We expect that in-scope firms will still need 

 
1https://uksif.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/UKSIF-response-FCA-consultation-on-Aligning-listed-issuers-sustainability-disclosures-with-
international-standards-20-March-2026-1.pdf   

https://uksif.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/UKSIF-response-FCA-consultation-on-Aligning-listed-issuers-sustainability-disclosures-with-international-standards-20-March-2026-1.pdf
https://uksif.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/UKSIF-response-FCA-consultation-on-Aligning-listed-issuers-sustainability-disclosures-with-international-standards-20-March-2026-1.pdf
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to retain good-quality and robust approaches (e.g. internal governance processes) to maintain 

sufficient and high-quality data on climate change.  

• Interactions with wider regulatory initiatives – we expect there to be a period of transition for 

in-scope firms to navigate the impacts of the new rules and how these can align as far as 

possible with existing expectations under the SDR regime, Consumer Duty, and other 

initiatives.  

Q 2.3: Do you agree that all products in scope of the current TCFD product reporting rules 

should be subject to the proposed rules for communicating with institutional clients? If not, 

please explain why and what alternative approach you would suggest. 

Yes, we support the proposed product scope for institutional clients’ access to climate-related 

information, which should help provide a regulatory basis for clients to request relevant product-level 

data.  

In our response to Q 2.4 below, we share further views on the consultation’s proposed approach to 

reporting for institutional clients, including on the subject of minimum climate change metrics 

disclosed, the information request timeframe of ‘one request per calendar year, per product’, among 

other areas.  

Going forward, it will be very important to ensure that institutional clients, including smaller 

organisations, can continue to access consistent and decision-useful data from in-scope firms to meet 

their needs. Simplification in reporting requirements should not, unintentionally, lead to reduced 

transparency for institutional clients. 

Q 2.4: Do you agree with reducing the metrics to scope 1, 2 and 3 GHG emissions data (at a 

minimum) and the supporting guidance? If not, please explain which aspect you disagree with, 

why, and what alternative approach you would suggest. 

While in principle we agree with the proposed reduction in disclosure of climate metrics under the 

requirements, there may be a case for the FCA to potentially consider a slightly broader 

baseline of minimum metrics to be disclosed to institutional clients.  

We outline details below on how this could be considered in practice, while acknowledging some of 

the practical implementation challenges here which has led us to make less of a direct 

recommendation in this area of the consultation. At a minimum, we would like to see the upcoming 

requirements at least more actively encourage in-scope firms to consider this step with their 

institutional clients, and recognise the importance of supplementary climate metrics where relevant.  

This is because for some institutional clients, we expect they may value clearer expectations on the 

disclosure of metrics so that they can receive relevant information to meet their climate reporting 

obligations and can respond to their stakeholders’ needs. Clearer expectations on climate metrics 

may also be valued by some institutional clients, and wider groups, to inform their approach to 

manager selection and other relevant use-cases, beyond their climate reporting obligations alone. 

Under the FCA’s new requirements, it will be important to ensure there is not a disproportionate 

burden created for institutional clients wishing to access certain decision-useful climate 

information.  

There may be risks in terms of some in-scope firms choosing, in some instances, not to voluntarily 

provide certain disclosures on metrics, should this be needed by institutional clients. Care will need to 

be taken to avoid material information gaps from being created inadvertently for some asset owners. 

We expect that accessibility to material information will become even more relevant and important to 

clients, given the proposed reduction in reporting in the consultation and the regulator’s direct 

acknowledgement that “we (the FCA) recognise that these changes may mean less information is 

available in the market.” 
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There is also a question of whether narrowing the set of climate metrics as proposed would markedly 

reduce the costs for in-scope firms in practice.  

For example, as these firms may need to largely maintain their existing internal reporting systems in 

place, in response to clients’ requests and other factors. There is a foreseeable scenario that the 

regulator’s envisaged objective to reduce regulatory reporting for regulated firms may conflict to some 

extent with an increase in institutional client requests for bespoke climate data templates directly as a 

result of the proposed approach to product-level reports. 

Separately, there may be some limits to the minimum climate metrics currently proposed, which, while 

important, present a more backward-looking view of a fund’s performance and impacts on climate 

change. These metrics may also not sufficiently capture wider climate risks and opportunities of 

relevance and interest to some institutional clients. This includes financially material physical climate 

risks or transition risks. The minimum metrics set out may be somewhat limited in demonstrating how 

certain investment products may be contributing towards financing of the low-carbon transition and 

supporting real-economy decarbonisation in practice.  

We do recognise the complexities however that the FCA is likely to face in terms of determining an 

appropriate set of minimum metrics, given the anticipated divergence in views from across industry 

and ongoing evolution in the development of climate metrics (e.g. particularly forward-looking 

metrics). Also, care would need to be taken to prioritise a select number of additional, decision-useful 

metrics to maintain good-quality, accessible disclosures for clients. This is why we have highlighted 

the case for potential further exploration by the regulator of a limited number of additional 

decision-useful metrics, as opposed to a more direct policy recommendation in this specific 

area of the consultation. 

Should the regulator be open to incorporating a slightly broader set of metrics, these metrics could 

include the following from our view: climate solutions metrics (e.g. green revenue and green capex 

metrics), total carbon emissions, total carbon footprint, avoided emissions, and weighted average 

carbon intensity (WACI).  

A slightly broader baseline of minimum metrics could help present a more holistic, richer picture to 

capture investment products’ climate-related financial risks, opportunities, and impacts, compared to 

the more static ‘point in time’ picture presented by current proposed metrics. In the longer term, we 

recommend that the regulator considers wider work on climate change metrics, with a view to 

assessing which metrics may be genuinely decision-useful to institutional and retail clients and can 

provide clearer insights into how climate risks and opportunities are being managed on behalf of 

clients. 

Should this step not be considered, our secondary preference would be for changes to be considered 

to the language in the rules to more actively encourage in-scope firms to consider providing 

supplementary metrics. Specifically, where reasonably required by clients for climate reporting, risk 

management, stewardship and engagement purposes, or other relevant use-cases. 

Separately to further consideration of climate metrics, clearer expectations in the FCA’s rules would 

be beneficial in terms of institutional clients’ ability to readily access climate-related data over the 

reporting year and also the timeliness of reporting. Specifically, while the proposed ‘one request 

per calendar year, per product’ approach may be workable in some cases, the FCA should 

consider whether this may create any practical difficulties inadvertently for some UK asset 

owners and other institutional investors.  

The approach may not necessarily reflect the practical reporting experience of some asset owners, 

who will have varying internal reporting timeframes.  

Furthermore, this group may require relevant climate information more frequently than what has been 

proposed to meet their relevant use-cases, such as satisfying their own reporting requirements. We 



UKSIF response – FCA CP26/17: Simplifying climate disclosure requirements for  
investment products 

9 
 

expect this to be especially relevant where policymakers’ and regulators’ climate reporting 

expectations for other groups in the investment chain, including on disclosure of metrics, are not 

necessarily well aligned to the FCA’s policy approach. Going forward, there is a clear need for 

further coherence in the climate disclosure expectations by policymakers and regulators 

across the whole investment chain. 

One specific example relates to the possible knock-on impacts of requirements on the ability of UK 

occupational pension scheme trustees to report under the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) 

Climate Change Governance and Reporting Regulations. This is relevant in light of DWP’s ongoing 

review of the TCFD regulations for UK trustees. The FCA could consider making it clearer in the final 

rules that these do not prevent in-scope regulated firms from responding to additional reasonable 

client requests more frequently than once per calendar year, and also outlining a suggested 

timeframe by which firms should respond to requests.  

The ‘one request per calendar year, per product’ rule may also not necessarily align well with the 

availability at a given point in time of updated, and therefore more reliable, climate data. This is 

particularly in cases where third-party service providers’ ESG data and ESG ratings may be updated 

at a particular point in time in the year. Overall, our recommendations in this area of the consultation 

aim to ensure that institutional clients can continue to receive good-quality, comparable, and decision-

useful information on climate change within their investment product disclosures. 

Q 2.5: Do you agree with the proposed consequential amendments? 

We agree with the need for the proposed consequential amendments should the FCA proceed with its 

measures, including the removal of prescribed product-level TCFD reports by in-scope firms. As 

highlighted in our response, the regulator will need to be attuned to the prospect of the amendments 

reducing the accessibility and consistency of climate-related disclosures for clients going forward and 

may need to consider further its approach in certain areas of the rules as we have proposed. 

 


